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Steven H. Wisness

-2- September 10, 1993

will evaluate, in depth, many of the comments provided by the
public in reference to the CRIEP. Many of the technical
questions addressing expansion of the scope are appropriately
addressed in the comprehensive assessment. We, however,
recommend that DOE correct the errors in the initial impact
evaluation in light of the public's comments.

Within the attachment,

I have provided a brief background on

the CRIEP for convenient reference by comment reviewers. Except
for one reviewer's set of comments, the rest have been compiled
into electronic format, numbered sequentially, and electronically
mailed to your technical staff to facilitate their comment
response efforts. The one reviewer's comments are provided in

hard-copy format only.

We look forward to your response to the attached comments.
If you need our help in =2sponding to comments pertaining to the
plan portion of the document, we will be glad to provide it.

Concurrent with this letter,

I am transmitting the original copy

of all public comments to the administrative record. If you have
any questions about this letter or the enclosure, please contact

me at (509) 376-9884.

Sincerely,

f 72 0o
Arsaco E ondlletn

Laurence E. Gadbois
Environmental Scientist

Enclosure (1) Public, EPA and Ecology Comments, with an
Introduction to the "Columbia River Impact

Evaluation Plan",

cc w/Enc.1:

Bryan Foley, DOE
Steve Cross, Ecology
Roger Stanley, Ecology
Darci Teel, Ecology
Becky Austin, WHC
Steve Weliss, WHC
Administrative Record,

DOE/RL-92-28, Revision 0; June, 1993

100 Area, w/ Public Comment Originals
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Stey n H. Wisness Enclosure 1. September 10, 1993

Public, EPA and Ecology Comments, with an
Introductlon to the "Columbia River Impact Evaluation Plan",
DOE/RL-92-28, Revision 0; June, 1993

CONTENTS
I 1troduction
IT EPA and Ecology Comments
IITI Public Comments -- Numbered

v Appendix A. Partial Glossary of Terms and Acronyms

Y/ Additional Puk iLc Comments

I. INTRODUCTION

This enclosure contalns the comments provided by the public,
EPA and Ecology on the CRIEP'. The initial 30 day comment period
began July 6, 1993. The original comment period was extended an
additional 30 days in response to numerous requests. The public
comment period closed September 4, 1993.

For clarity, and to assist in the comment response process,
a number of things have been done with the comments. Comments
that arrived well ahead of the deadline or on floppy disk were
compiled and sequentially numbered. Slight editing was done for
clarity. (As an example, the CRIEP, DOE, EPA, and Ecology were
referred to numerous different ways. A common acronym was used

throughout the comments.) There were a number of comments that
we deemed were non-responsive and are not included in the
numbered portion of the comments. Non-responsive comments were

those that had nothing to do with the CRIEP or the Columbia River
in general, or simple statements that we deemed were not of a
comment nature nor did they invite a response. The original for
all comments has been place in the 100 Area CERCLA
administrative record for Hanford. Comments are sequentially
numbered to facilitate their reference in comment responses. 2All
comments except those of the Nez Perce Tribe are included in the
numbered comments section. The Nez Perce Tribe comments are the
additional comments, section V. The Nez Perce Tribe comments
were sent at the end of the first comment period. My
understanding is that additional comments, and perhaps some
revision to the original set of comments have been transmitted
but not yet received as of September 10, 1993. Should they
arrive, they will be forwarded to DOE as well for responses.

The CRIEP was written in response to TPA mi 2stone M-30-02
that called for DOE to "Submit a plan (primary doct ent) to EPA
Ecology to determine cumulative health and environmental
acts to the Columbia River, incorporating results obtained
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Please see appendix A fur a glossary of cterms and acronyms
used in this enclosure.
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under M-30-01" by May, 1992. Note: M-30-01 evaluated the ir act
from contaminated sprin ; and seeps along the 100 area of the
Colur ia River. ’

The original publication of this document was as draft A, in
May, 1992. The EPA and Ecology provided comments on this
document. Draft B of this document was published in January of
1993. Again, EPA and Ecology provided DOE comments on this
document. The document was revised and published as revision 0
in June, 1993. Revision 0 was provided for public comment, and
those comments are contained in this attachment. Draft A and B
are mentioned because EPA and Ecolo¢ comments and DOE responses
on their earlier versions of the CR1rP are quoted in this
attachment. Note that the two previous document drafts and
comments provided by EPA and Ecology are in the administrative
record.

The M-30-02 milestone called for DOE to submit a plan to
determine impacts to the Columbia River. The document that was
produced in effect had two parts. Chapters 1-4 attempted to
determine the impact to the river, and chapter 5 was the plan
that the milestone called for. The EPA and Ecology had
significant disagreement with DOE over the approach used in
chapters 1-4. The DOE endorsed the methodology used in chapters
1-4 and did not change that methodology in response to EPA and
Ecology's comments and discussions on the topics. Chapter 5 of
the document contained the information needed to satisfy
milestone M-30-02. EPA and Ecology decided that pursuit of the
disagreement over the modeling and risk assessment approach and
conclusions of impact contained in chapters 1-4 would fail to
have value added to the initial impact evaluation plan. EPA and
Ecology decided that our value added would be to continue to work
with DOE on chapter 5 of the document, which is the actual river
impact evaluation plan. Below is quoted an EPA comment (letter
from Larry Gadbois, EPA to Steve Wisness, DOE; March 3, 1993) on
draft B of this document: [begin quote] ‘

1) Chapter 5 vs the rest of the document.

First. This document has been written to fulfill the M-30-02
milestone. This milestone states that DOE is to "Submit a plan
(primary document) to EPA and Ecology to determine cumulative
health and environmental impacts to the Columbia River,
incorporating results obtained under M-30-01". Chapter 5 of the
CRIEP is that plan.

Second. For nearly two years the regulators have been working
with DOE to develop an approach for doing risk assessments and
determining contaminants of concern in connection with the
"Hanford Site Baseline Risk Assessment Methodology" (HSBRAM).
Through extensive negotiations with DOE, a mutually acceptable
approach to conducting risk assessment and determining
contaminants of concern has resulted. These negotiations were
specifically for the HSBRAM which contains the risk assessment
approaches for both baseline risk assessments, and qualitative
risk assessments for the purposes of screening for interim






CRIEP, in addition to needing corrections to its current conte t,
must be viewed 3 a starting oint. Those public comments also

rovide di 2ction for future more com ansive work. The tI =ze
parties are 'in the formative st jes f¢ comprehensive
assessment of the river that is already being molded by t e
content of public comments provided on the CRI. .
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198.

199.

200.

201.

for exar e? W. have concerns that subtracting background could
underestimate impacts.

Section 4: The environmental and ecotoxicity assessments should
not suggest that impacts are minimal until much more actual
nitoring and test data is available. The uncertainty

discussion is appreciate . ata gaps do exist, such as the
mitation of studying fish and drinking water. Potential whole
)dy exposures, such as to water skiers downstream, should also

be considered.
:ction 5: This study should extend beyond the Hanford Reach.

Focus on data from 100 Area impacts is not sufficient for
evaluating the entire impact of Hanford operations on the River.

' Species composition beyond the Reach should be studied and

related to historical information. Downstream impacts,
bioconcentration and other ecotoxicological studies, should
extend as far as the mouth of the Columbia. Epidemiologicse
information and interviews with populations living close to the
iver should be used to sug :st what additional studies might be

necessary.

Page 5, Section 2.1.1, para :aph 1, last sentence. It should
read "The draft environmentali statement...”. The final EIS is

expected this fall.

Page 20, and throughout the CRIEP. In the middle of the page,
Cr 1is used but not defined. At the bottom of the page 'H is
used but not defined. This is done for other contaminants as

well throughout the »cument.
































































































































